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Sir: 



In response to the Examiner's Answer, Paper No. 19, the following Reply Brief is 
submitted to address the new points raised by the Examiner. 

The Examiner points out the claims do not have the limitation that the wireless interfaces 
generate different commands. However, the claim does require that only one keyboard be 
defined on the housing, said keyboard providing different functionalities depending on the 
orientation of the housing. This is coupled with a pair of wireless interfaces that transmit 
wireless signals directed at sufficiently spaced angles with respect to one another to enable said 
receiver to distinguish one of said signals from the other of said signals. Thus, the keyboard 
provides different functionalities, depending on the orientation of its housing and a pair of 
wireless interfaces are provided that direct wireless signals at sufficiently spaced angles so that 
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they can be distinguished. The net effect of this is that different functionalities can be associated 
with the spaced wireless interfaces. 

The office action concedes that Brusky does not teach one keyboard defined on the 
housing that provides different functionalities depending on the orientation of the housing. For 
this, the Bartlett reference is cited, but the Bartlett reference has nothing to do with a wireless 
keyboard. Thus, there is no teaching of any reason why one would have a keyboard that has 
different functionalities at different orientations, together with a pair of wireless interfaces that 
provide distinguishable wireless signals at sufficiently spaced angles. 

The final rejection (page 2) asserts that the rationale to combine would be "to allow the 
teaching of Bartlett' s into the device of Brusky' s because it would determine a series of position 
commands that correspond to a series of orientations of the device." But that is exactly the point 
of the invention, which is nowhere suggested by either reference and in no way suggested by 
their combination. The Examiner simply concludes obviousness from a combination that simply 
will not work. To combine a reference that has nothing to do with wireless signals and, 
according to the Examiner, teaches using different orientations with a reference that shows a 
wireless transmitter that apparently sends the same signal at spaced angles does not reach the 
claimed invention. Namely, there is no reason taught in the prior art to combine a keyboard that 
has different functionalities at different orientations with a pair of wireless transmitters that are 
spaced apart sufficiently to enable different commands to be recognized at different orientations. 

Therefore, the rejection should be reversed. 
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